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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claim 48 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 48 is directed to non-statutory subject matter because it represents a 
disembodied software program. The USPTO takes the position that a claim to a 
computer program, perse, is non-statutory because it does not belong to one of the 
recognized categories of invention when the program is not embodied in a computer 
readable medium. Applicants should rewrite the claim so that the software program is 
recited to be recorded in a computer readable medium in order to render the claim 
statutory under 35 U.S.C. §101. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 38, 41, and 47 to 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamamoto et al. in view of Malcolm ('903). 

Concerning independent claim 38 and 47 to 49, Yamamoto et al. discloses a 
method, system, and software program for performing contextual software translations, 
comprising: 

"providing a first iteration of a computer program, wherein the computer program 
comprises source text in a first natural language" - a translator receives human 
language text for a software application to be translated; text elements are captured in 
text files and delivered to translators for translation (column 4, lines 27 to 31 ); text to be 
translated includes, e.g., "CANCEL" and "OK" text buttons for a GUI written in Java 
(column 6, lines 43 to 65: Figure 5); translation is between natural languages of Country 
A and Country B, e.g. between English and Japanese; 

"providing an interface for a translator to provide a translation of at least some of 
the source text into a second natural language" - the translator is presented with a 
graphical user interface in the base language, and can then interactively translate each 
text label on the screen (column 3, lines 13 to 15); a software package is translated into 
another (or more than one) language for each text message, menu, and button (column 
1, lines 34 to 41); 

"displaying, for the translator, a first display screen of a first version of the 
computer program in the first natural language, the first display screen displaying the 
source text in the first natural language, as it will appear in a first version of the 
computer program" - when the translation tool is run, it retrieves both the text to be 
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translated and the contextual information from localization files, and uses this 
information to create a GUI display ("a first display screen") which is similar to that of the 
original program; the translator can then translate the text in the proper context ("as it 
will appear in a first version of the computer program") (column 3, lines 19 to 25); when 
the text is to be translated, the contextual information is read, and a button, with the 
original text, is displayed on the screen ("a first display screen of a first version of the 
computer program in the first natural language") (column 5, lines 20 to 23; column 7, 
lines 25 to 27); 

"displaying, for the translator, a second display screen of a second version of the 
computer program in the second natural language, the second display screen 
comprising the translation of the source text in the second natural language, as it will 
appear in the second version of the computer program" - when the translator selects 
the button, an editor pop-up window is displayed ("a second display screen"), and the 
translator will enter the translated text for that button (column 5, lines 23 to 26; column 
7, lines 28 to 30); the translator is provided with direct contextual information about the 
item being translated; the complete translation has been performed in the context in 
which the button will appear in the final application ("as it will appear in the second 
version of the computer program") (column 4, lines 39 to 43; column 7, lines 33 to 35). 

Concerning independent claims 38 and 47 to 49, the only elements not disclosed 
by Yamamoto et al. are "receiving modifications to the source text", "based on the 
received modifications to the source text, updating an update status table, wherein the 
update status table includes a record of the modifications made to the source text", 
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"displaying, for the translator, the updated status table to indicate the modifications 
made to the source text", "providing an interface for the translator to access the 
modified source text to translate the modified portions of the source text", and "wherein 
the providing of the interface for the translator is performed concurrently with 
development of the source text of the computer program". 

Concerning independent claims 38 and 47 to 49, however, Malcolm ('903) 
teaches that changes made during development are common to a software product, 
where a product passes through various stages prior to the end product. Therefore, a 
number of screen panels for a given application are sent to a translation center before 
final program code is completed ("receiving modifications to the source text"). To track 
and log changes, a change log file is generated as a result, where the change log file is 
used by translators to minimize the amount of work required when a new file is received 
("based on the received modifications to the source text, updating an update status 
table, wherein the update status table includes a record of the modifications made to the 
source text"). The change log file is then sent to the translation centers for expedient 
processing to reduce the amount of work in subsequent translations ("displaying for the 
translator, the updated status table to indicate modifications made to the source text"). 
The change log file is sent along with the new file requiring translation, and is accessible 
through a display for a translator, implicitly ("providing an interface for the translator to 
access the modified source text to translate the modified portions of the source text"). 
Moreover, the interface is provided for a translator "concurrently with development of 
the source text of the computer program" because a translator at a translation center 
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receives versions of the program file to make changes during an engineering/software 
development cycle so that numerous activities can be done in parallel. (Column 3, 
Lines 8 to 1 1 ; Column 1 0, Line 1 6 to Column 1 1 , Line 34) An objective is to obtain an 
improved system for generating application programs in a multilingual windows 
environment. (Column 3, Lines 12 to 17) It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to provide an interface for displaying a record of modifications 
made to the source text for a translator as taught by Malcolm ('903) in a method, 
system, and software program for performing contextual software translations of 
Yamamoto et al. for a purpose of providing an improved system for generating 
application programs in a multilingual windows environment by tracking and logging 
changes through various stages to an end product in a typical engineering/software 
development cycle. 

Concerning claim 41 , Yamamoto et al. discloses translation of text messages, 
menus, and buttons ("the source text") from a software package of one language ("the 
first natural language") into a new language ("the second natural language") (column 1 , 
lines 34 to 41); thus, the original software application from Country A provides "the 
source text", and the translated computer program is "the target software program" for 
Country B. 
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5. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamamoto et al. in view of Malcolm ('903) as applied to claim 38 above, and further in 
view of Peterson et al. 

Yamamoto et al. discloses displaying a graphic user interface (GUI) that displays 
the original text to be translated with contextual information ("the first display screen") 
and an editor pop-up window ("the second display screen") on the same screen into 
which the translator enters the translated text for a button. (Column 5, Lines 14 to 26) 
Thus, it is maintained that Yamamoto et al. anticipates the limitations of "the first display 
screen and the second display screen are displayed simultaneously" because the 
original text button and the editor pop-up window are displayed on the same screen. It 
should not matter how big or small, nor in what format the original text and pop-up 
window are displayed to meet the limitation of the first and second display screens 
being displayed simultaneously. Alternatively, however, Peterson etal. teaches that it is 
known to provide a browser tool bar with windows for an original language and a 
translation language ("the first display screen and the second display screen are 
displayed simultaneously") so that the linguist can scroll through the text of the 
document being translated in an original language text window and a corresponding 
translation language text window. (Column 5, Line 52 to Column 6, Line 29) It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to display first and second 
screens for translating text simultaneously as taught by Peterson et al. in a method, 
system, and software program for performing contextual software translations of 
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Yamamoto et al. for a purpose of permitting a linguist to scroll through windows during 
translation. 

6. Claims 42 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamamoto et al. in view of Malcolm ('903) as applied to claims 38 and 41 above, 
and further in view of Lakritz. 

Concerning claims 42 and 44, Yamamoto et al. omits determining a translation 
status, updating a translation status, and monitoring development of the translation in 
response to detection of a revision of the translation. However, it is fairly well known to 
perform these activities in managing versions of documents during collaborative 
development. Specifically, Lakritz teaches a translation management system, where an 
update status module on a manager's console updates a translation status of translated 
documents. (Column 8, Lines 55 to 67: Figure 8) An objective is to provide 
management of monolingual documents to enable their translation into target 
languages, and make available a variety of translation resources to the user. (Column 
1 , Lines 6 to 13; Column 2, Lines 33 to 39) It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to determine and update a translation status of a document so as 
to monitor the development and detect revisions as taught by Lakritz in a method, 
system, and software program for performing contextual software translations of 
Yamamoto et al. for a purpose of providing management of translations into target 
languages. 
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Response to Arguments 

7. Applicants' arguments filed 08 February 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicants argue that Yamamoto etal. and Malcolm ('903) fail to teach or 
suggest the use of an update status table to update modifications to the source text 
which are then presented to the translator for translation. Applicants maintain that 
Malcolm ('903) fails to teach or suggest the use of an update status table to update 
modifications to the source text. Applicants say that Malcolm ('903) merely discloses a 
multi-lingual user-friendly user interface, but does not teach or suggest receiving 
modifications to the source text, updating an update status table based on the received 
modifications to the source text, wherein the update status table includes a record of the 
modifications made to the source text, displaying to the translator the updated status 
table to indicate the modifications made to the source text, and providing an interface 
for the translator to access the modified source text to translate the modified portions of 
the source text. This position is traversed. 

Malcolm ('903) discloses a change log file that is equivalent to the claimed 
update status table. The change log file is generated by comparing all the strings in a 
new file to all the strings in an old file, and creating a log entry for any changed or new 
strings. (Column 10, Line 59 to Column 11, Line 25: Table 3) The new file and the old 
file represent a progression of a software product in an engineering/software 
development cycle. (Column 10, Lines 16 to 21) The software file needs to be 
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translated by a translator at a translation center, so the new file along with the change 
log file are sent to the translation center for translation. (Column 1 1 , Lines 25 to 29) A 
set of screen panels is sent to the translation center for a given application before the 
final program is completed. (Column 10, Lines 27 to 29) Implicitly, then, Malcolm ('903) 
displays the modifications made to the source text to the translator in an interface, so 
that the translator can access and translate the modified portions of the source text. 
The objective is to reduce the overall development time of the software product by 
sending a pre-release version of the code to the translation center, so that the 
translation phase can get going early on prior to final code delivery. (Column 10, Lines 
24 to 38) Moreover, the amount of work is minimized at the translation center by using 
the change log file because the translator then expediently has only to translate the 
portions of the new file that are new or have changed. (Column 10, Lines 63 to 67; 
Column 1 1 , Lines 26 to 31 ) Thus, Malcolm ('903) discloses the claimed features of 
receiving modifications, updating an update status table, displaying the updated status 
table, and providing an interface for a translator to access the modified source text. 

New grounds of rejection are presented for independent claim 48 as being non- 
statutory under 35 U.S.C. §101 , and for claims 42 and 44 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yamamoto etal. in view of Malcolm ('903), and further in view 
of Lakritz. 

Therefore, the rejections of claim 48 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C. §1 01 ; of claims 38, 41 to 42, 44, and 47 to 49 under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yamamoto et al. in view of Malcolm ('903); of claim 
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40 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yamamoto et al. in view of 
Malcolm ('903), and further in view of Peterson et al., and of claims 42 and 44 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yamamoto et al. in view of Malcolm ('903), 
and further in view of Lakritz, are proper. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Lee et al. discloses related art to track changes of software for national language 
translation. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin Lemer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7608. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday to 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R. Hudspeth can be reached on (571) 272-7843. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Martin Lerner/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2626 
March 12, 2008 



